ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
In numerous nations, those involved in law and policy have been exploring policy initiatives that preserve freedom of choice, or "nudges," informed by behavioral economics and psychology and meant to promote important goals, such as improved health and safety.
1 But there is a large and insufficiently explored difference between System 1 nudges, which are not educative and which target or benefit from automatic processing, and System 2 nudges, which are educative and target or benefit from deliberative processing. Graphic warnings and default rules count as System 1 nudges; statistical information and factual disclosures count as System 2 nudges.
On philosophical grounds, it is tempting to prefer System 2 nudges, on the assumption that they show greater respect for individual autonomy and dignity and promote individual agency. But it is also possible to prefer System 1 nudges, on the ground that they are likely to be cheaper and more effective, and also because they promote autonomy in their own way, by allowing people to conserve scarce cognitive resources and to devote attention to their largest concerns. For example, automatic enrollment in sensible savings plans might be preferable to financial education-or vice versa. Any judgment between System 1 and System 2 nudges would seem to require judgments about social welfare and individual autonomy, and the extent to which one or another nudge will promote them.
A nationally representative survey in the United States finds evidence that, in important contexts in law and policy, a majority does prefer System 2 nudges. At the same time, that preference is not fixed and firm. If people are asked to assume that the System 1 nudge is significantly more effective, then many of them will shift to preferring the System 1 nudge. In a range of contexts, Republicans, Democrats, and independents show surprisingly similar responses.
The survey findings fit with an analysis of a basic principle, which suggests that on grounds of welfare and autonomy, the choice between the two kinds of nudges is not self-evident. A great deal depends on context. In some settings, a System 1 nudge will promote social welfare and will not compromise autonomy in any way, and in some settings, a System 2 nudge is better on welfare grounds and will best promote autonomy. The survey findings, and the analysis, offer concrete lessons for those involved in law and policy who are choosing between System 1 nudges and System 2 nudges.
I. SYSTEM 1 NUDGES AND SYSTEM 2 NUDGES Nudges are interventions that steer people in particular directions but also allow them to go their own way.
2 A reminder is a nudge; so is a warning. A GPS device nudges; a default rule nudges. Disclosure of relevant information (for example, about the risks of smoking or the costs of borrowing) counts as a nudge. A recommendation is a nudge. "Save More Tomorrow" plans, which allow employees to sign up to give some portion of their future earnings to pension programs, are nudges. 3 The same is true of "Give More Tomorrow" plans, which allow employees to decide to give some portion of their future earnings to charity. 4 In many domains of law and policy, nudges are easy to find, whether or not they go by that name. 5 In an increasing number of nations, including the United States and the United Kingdom, behavioral economics and cognitive psychology are being used to reorient law and policy in numerous areas, including savings, organ donation, energy, the environment, smoking, poverty, crime, voting behavior, and health. 6 In terms of law and public policy, it is helpful to distinguish between educative and noneducative nudges. Educative nudges include disclosure requirements, reminders, and warnings, which are specifically designed to increase people's own powers of agency- perhaps by augmenting their knowledge and their capacities, perhaps by making relevant facts salient. Educative nudges can promote welfare by enabling people to make choices that increase their wellbeing. In addition, educative nudges can easily fit within those aspects of the liberal political tradition that emphasize agency and autonomy. 7 By adding to people's stock of knowledge, they can help them to be better choosers.
Noneducative nudges include default rules and strategic decisions about how items are ordered (as on a menu or at a cafeteria); these are designed to preserve freedom of choice without necessarily increasing individual agency. Noneducative nudges may well increase welfare in the same way that GPS devices do (because they make it so much easier to navigate); such nudges might also be welcome because they impose few demands, in terms of time or attention, on those whom they are aimed to benefit. In that respect, noneducative nudges might promote autonomy in addition to welfare.
Within behavioral science, some people have found it helpful to distinguish between two families of cognitive operations in the human mind: System 1, which is fast, automatic, and intuitive, and System 2, which is slow, calculative, and deliberative. 8 When people recognize a smiling face, add three plus three, or know how to get to their bathroom in the middle of the night, System 1 is at work. When people first learn to drive, when they multiply 563 times 322, or when they choose a medical plan among several hard-to-distinguish alternatives, they must rely on System 2.
System 1 can and often does get things right. 9 As Daniel Kahneman and Shane Frederick write, "Although System 1 is more 7. See generally JOSEPH RAZ, THE MORALITY OF FREEDOM (1986) (describing a liberal conception of freedom and autonomy).
8. See generally DANIEL KAHNEMAN, THINKING, FAST AND SLOW (2011) (describing and analyzing this distinction and its impact). The idea of two systems is controversial, and it is reasonable to ask what, exactly, the idea is meant to capture. For example, something very different from a two-systems account is offered in Elizabeth A. Phelps, Karolina M. Lempert & Peter Sokol-Hessner, Emotion and Decision Making: Multiple Modulatory Neural Circuits, 37 ANN. REV. NEUROSCIENCE 263, 281-82 (2014) (suggesting that multiple, not dual, systems underlie decisionmaking). Following Kahneman, I understand the idea as a useful fiction, not referring to "systems in the standard sense of entities with interacting aspects or parts." KAHNEMAN, supra, at 29. For those who reject the terminology, or are skeptical of it, it might be helpful simply to distinguish between noneducative and educative nudges, and to see the surveys here as asking when people prefer one or the other.
9. 10 Through fast and frugal heuristics, people can perform exceedingly well.
11 Any professional athlete or musician has an educated System 1; Serena Williams knows what shot to hit in an instant, and Taylor Swift has no difficulty remembering how to play her songs. As a result of years of practice, an experienced lawyer, judge, doctor, or engineer has a welltrained System 1, and trained intuitions are often on the mark. 12 At the same time, System 2 is hardly unerring. On multiplication problems, or in choosing among health-care plans, people often make mistakes, even if they are trying very hard. 13 Nonetheless, System 1 is distinctly associated with identifiable behavioral biases, 14 producing a wide range of problems for policy and law. 15 People sometimes show "present bias," focusing on the shortterm and downplaying the future. 16 Most people tend to be unrealistically optimistic.
17
People use heuristics-or mental shortcuts-that usually work well, but that sometimes lead them in different perspectives on intuitions, or System 1, agree that educated and trained people often make excellent, rapid decisions).
10 18 With respect to probability, people's intuitions may go badly wrong, in the sense that they produce serious mistakes, including life-altering ones. 19 To be sure, our intuitions are both adequate and helpful in the situations in which we ordinarily find ourselves. 20 But there is no question that intuitions can badly misfire, 21 and that good nudges, and good choice architecture, will often provide indispensable assistance, by helping people move in directions that they themselves prefer. 22 The regulatory and legal systems often respond.
23
Educative nudges, offered by government agencies, should be seen as attempts to strengthen the hand of System 2 by improving the 20. This position is vigorously defended in GIGERENZER ET AL., supra note 11, at 6. For a broader discussion, see generally MARK KELMAN, THE HEURISTICS DEBATE (2011) (exploring apparently competing positions about whether heuristics produce systematic biases or are instead essentially accurate). In my view, the outcome of this occasionally heated debate within psychology does not have strong implications for law and policy. Everyone agrees that heuristics generally work well; that is why they exist. On that count, there is no opposition between the supposedly competing sides. Everyone agrees that heuristics are generally fast and frugal. Everyone also agrees that in important cases, boundedly rational people make mistakes. Everyone should also agree that in important cases, excellent (in the sense of useful and generally accurate) heuristics produce errors. When they make mistakes, some kind of nudge, or an improvement in choice architecture, might help. To be sure, the best nudge may or may not involve education or some kind of "boost. role of deliberation and people's considered judgments. 24 The most obvious example is disclosure of relevant information. 25 Some kinds of nudges, sometimes described as "boosts," attempt to improve people's capacity to make choices for themselves, for example by improving statistical literacy.
26
Noneducative nudges are designed to appeal to, or to enlist, System 1. 27 Graphic health warnings can be seen as an example, at least if they are not understood as having the purpose or effect of education. 28 We might distinguish between System 2 disclosures, designed simply to give people factual information and ask them to process it, and System 1 disclosures, designed to work on the automatic system (for example, by inculcating fear or hope).
29 Some nudges do not appeal to System 1, strictly speaking, but turn out to work because of their operation-as, for example, where default rules have large effects in part because of the power of inertia, 30 31 Nudges of this kind can be seen as "exploiting" the operations of System 1, 32 though it would be more neutral to say that they take account of those operations, acknowledging that some form of choice architecture, likely affecting System 1, is inevitable.
33
As I understand them here, System 2 nudges are specifically designed to increase people's capacity to exercise their own agency. On ethical and other grounds, they might seem better for that reason. 34 As Jeremy Waldron writes, "I wish, though, that I could be made a better chooser rather than having someone on high take advantage (even for my own benefit) of my current thoughtlessness and my shabby intuitions." 35 In the abstract, Waldron's wish is an honorable one, 36 and some nudges are specifically designed to fulfill it. But as a matter of principle, the challenge arises when it is costly and difficult to make people better 32. See REBONATO, supra note 27, at 6 (suggesting that nudges exploit behavioral biases). 33. For a sustained argument that because of market pressures, System 1 nudges from the private sector are endemic in a market economy, see generally AKERLOF & SHILLER, supra note 5 (discussing how market pressures lead sellers to exploit ignorance and cognitive biases).
It is true and important that all System 1 nudges are not the same, and that people might reasonably distinguish among them. It would be possible to be skeptical about graphic health warnings and to approve of automatic enrollment, and vice versa. One might think, for example, that graphic warnings do not treat people with sufficient respect and that automatic enrollment is a valuable time-saver, or instead think that graphic warnings are informative and unobjectionable, see Jolls, supra note 28, at 57-58, and that automatic enrollment exploits people's tendency toward inertia. It is also true that System 2 nudges might have meaningful differences; a simplified disclosure could be better or worse than a more complicated one.
I am bracketing these various complexities here. Further work might test whether particular kinds of System 1 nudges attract particular support or disapproval and exactly why. Some preliminary evidence on this count can generally be found in Janice Y. Jung choosers-and when the net benefits of a System 1 nudge are far higher than the net benefits of a System 2 nudge. 37 System 1 nudges, such as automatic enrollment, make life much simpler, and that is no small gain. 38 There is also evidence that System 2 nudges can affect beliefs without affecting behavior, and that System 1 nudges can be more effective in altering what people actually do. 39 The choice between System 1 nudges and System 2 nudges raises pervasive and fundamental questions about agency, freedom, and welfare.
My primary goal in this Article is to report the results of a nationally representative survey designed to elicit people's preferences as between System 1 nudges and System 2 nudges in diverse contexts. 40 Administered by Survey Sampling International, the survey included more than 2,800 Americans, who were paid for their participation. As we shall see, I also conducted a series of clarifying surveys on Amazon Mechanical Turk, 41 but my emphasis will be on the nationally representative survey. In brief, seven different groups, each consisting of more than four hundred people, were asked to register their preferences as between System 1 and System 2 nudges. Respondents were asked to choose between a System 1 nudge, which involved either a graphic warning or a default rule, and a System 2 nudge, which involved some form of education.
The central question was whether people preferred educative or noneducative nudges in a pairwise comparison on each topic. Four of the pairs involved areas in which nudges have often been used as policy tools: savings, smoking, clean energy, and water conservation. 42 In many ways, these pairs, which serve as the focus of Part II, can be seen as standard, illustrating as they do dilemmas that can be found in multiple domains. Three other pairs, which serve as the focus for Part III, involved areas that raise highly distinctive issues and concerns: voter registration, childhood obesity, and abortion. 43 With respect to the four standard issues, the first finding is that, in a neutral condition in which participants received no information about the effectiveness of System 1 or System 2 nudges, a majority of respondents preferred the System 2 nudge. Notably, however, a strong minority-between 26 percent and 45 percent-favored System 1 nudges. In the neutral condition, two of the four issues produced no significant differences among Democrats, Republicans, and independents. And while two of the issues did produce such differences, with a higher percentage of Democrats favoring System 1 nudges, the differences were relatively small.
The second finding is that when people were asked to assume that System 1 nudges were "significantly more effective," many of the respondents shifted their preference to such nudges-but the shift was relatively modest, usually in the vicinity of about 12 percentage points. The third finding is surprising: when people were presented with specific numbers offering a quantitative demonstration that System 1 nudges were more effective, the shift in the direction of System 1 nudges was essentially the same in magnitude. The fourth and final finding is also surprising: when people were asked to assume that 42. I borrow the water conservation example from Jung & Mellers, supra note 33, at 67. 43. Note that the various questions asked people abstractly about policies; they did not personalize those policies by suggesting that the policies would apply to "you." There is some intriguing evidence that when people see an arguably paternalistic nudge as applying to them personally, they are less likely to support it. See generally James System 2 nudges were "significantly more effective," there was no shift in the direction of those nudges. This is a mystery, and I will attempt to explain it.
The most obvious interpretation of these findings is that in important contexts, most participants want to protect and promote people's agency, so they will favor System 2 nudges 44 -but many also care about effectiveness, and so will turn to System 1 nudges if the evidence shows that they are significantly better. At the same time, there is significant heterogeneity within the American population. Many people prefer System 1 nudges, perhaps on the ground that they are more effective, perhaps on the ground that they make life simpler and easier. Some people appear not to have any abstract preference as between System 1 nudges and System 2 nudges; they appear to care only about effectiveness. 45 By contrast, some people have a strong preference for System 2 nudges, and will require compelling evidence of superior effectiveness to switch to favoring System 1 nudges. Because a significant number of Americans show no inclination to prefer System 1 nudges even when asked to assume that they are clearly more effective, we can safely say that some segment of the population would demand very powerful evidence to favor System 1 nudges-and perhaps no evidence would be sufficient. 46 I shall offer some concrete evidence to this effect.
47
With respect to the three distinctive issues-increasing voter registration, combatting childhood obesity, and discouraging abortions-the patterns are illuminatingly different. In the neutral condition, a majority of respondents did not favor System 2 nudges for the first two issues. On the contrary, automatic voter registration had clear majority support, and for childhood obesity, a majority deemed 44 . There is a relationship here with the finding of a "control premium" described generally in Sebastian Bobadilla-Suarez, Cass R. Sunstein & Tali Sharot, Are Choosers Losers? The Propensity to Under-Delegate in the Face of Potential Gains and Losses (Feb. 15, 2016) (unpublished manuscript), http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2733142 [https:// perma.cc/G4GB-NRPY] (finding that people will sacrifice money to maintain control, even when their own information suggests that it is in their interest to delegate).
45. See Arad & Rubinstein, supra note 40, at 18-19 (finding that many people fall into this category for certain nudges).
46. Note, however, that most Americans do support System 1 nudges, as for example in the context of graphic warnings for cigarettes and graphic campaigns to deter distracted driving and childhood obesity. See SUNSTEIN, supra note 33, at 132. The point here is that in a pairwise comparison, Americans tend to prefer System 2 nudges.
47. See infra Table 17. cafeteria design 48 to be preferable to parental education. Asking people to assume the significantly greater effectiveness of the System 1 nudge does increase the level of support, but it is high even without that information. The best explanations for the preference for System 1 nudges involve people's judgments about the protection of the franchise (arguing in favor of automatic registration) and the protection of children (favoring cafeteria design).
With respect to reducing the number of abortions, a majority of respondents consistently favored System 2 nudges, and that preference did not shift when people were asked to assume that System 1 nudges were more effective-undoubtedly because of a belief, on the part of many, that it is not appropriate for public officials to appeal to System 1 nudges to discourage women from making their own choices. Notably, Republicans, Democrats, and independents all favored System 2 nudges in the abortion setting, although in most conditions, the level of support for System 1 nudges was significantly lower among Democrats. The sharp distinction between majority approval of a System 1 nudge for increasing voter registration and majority approval of a System 2 nudge for discouraging abortions attests to the importance of people's judgments about whether a right is at stakeand whether a nudge is promoting or undermining it.
The findings from the seven surveyed issues support a variety of conclusions. In important areas of regulatory policy, including environmental protection, savings, and health, a majority of Americans will prefer System 2 nudges to System 1 nudges, but there is likely to be significant division on that issue. If System 1 nudges are shown to be more effective, there will be an increase in preference for those nudges, but the increase will not be as dramatic as might be anticipated, apparently because some people put a high premium on personal agency. Insofar as children are involved, System 1 nudges will be more welcome, and the same is true if System 1 nudges facilitate people's ability to enjoy something that qualifies as a right. If, on the other hand, any kind of nudge is compromising what people regard as a right, it will be rejected, and a System 2 nudge will be preferred because it shows greater respect for individual agency.
In important respects, the survey findings are consistent with what emerges from a more sustained analysis of the normative issues; I sketch the central ingredients of that analysis here. Both the findings and the analysis bear on a variety of issues in law and policy. They suggest identifiable reasons to prefer System 2 nudges, such as disclosure of statistical information or some kind of education. But they also suggest that in many contexts, System 1 nudges such as default rules are preferable, certainly if the goal is to increase welfare. 49 One reason is that System 1 nudges may be more effective; a more important reason is that they might have higher net benefits, and thus be the best way to increase welfare. 50 It might be tempting to think that System 1 nudges are objectionable because they reduce autonomy, but as we shall see, such nudges may actually increase autonomy. This is not least because they may make people rights-holders by default (as in the case of automatic voter registration), and also because they leave people with the time and bandwidth to focus on their most fundamental concerns.
As we shall also see, System 1 might be inclined to favor System 2 nudges: that is, people may well have an immediate, automatic sense that educative nudges are better. On this point, System 2 will frequently concur. But for many rights and interests, System 2 will ultimately decide that System 1 nudges are best on both welfare and autonomy grounds.
II. FOUR STANDARD ISSUES: SMOKING, SAVINGS, POLLUTION, AND WATER CONSERVATION
My goal in this Part is to explore the principal survey itself. Let us begin with some additional remarks about methodology.
The first four questions asked people to say whether they preferred a System 1 or System 2 nudge in the context of some familiar interventions in law and policy.
51 I describe these issues as "standard" because they come up frequently in discussions of nudges and 49. Bubb, supra note 29, at 1026; Willis, supra note 37, at 432 (arguing that default rules are preferable to financial education). 2) Educational campaigns so that consumers can learn the advantages of green (environmentally friendly) energy.
Which of these policies do you prefer, as a way of encouraging water conservation?
1) The government requires hotels to select a default policy of "environmentfriendly rooms" in which towels left on the racks are not washed. If people want their towels washed, they can tell the front desk, and their towels will be washed daily.
2) The government requires hotels to provide guests with information about an "environment-friendly" policy in which towels left on the racks are not washed.
People are encouraged to choose to take part, but if they do not choose to do so, their towels will be washed every day.
A. Respondents in the Neutral Condition (Condition 1)
In a neutral condition, in which people were provided with no information about the effectiveness of System 1 or System 2 nudges, majorities consistently showed a clear preference for System 2 nudges. The aggregate data look like this: The preference for System 2 nudges is strongest in the cases of pollution reduction and water conservation. With respect to reducing pollution, the likely judgment is that it is better for people to learn and make their own choices than for them to be defaulted into an energy source that might turn out to be more expensive or less reliable. (I will turn to potential political divisions in Part II.E.) Participants might well have been concerned that people would not take the trouble to opt out and thus face higher electricity bills without their explicit consent. 52 In the case of water conservation, money is not involved, but more people also favored System 2 nudges, perhaps because of a concern about defaulting guests into a situation that might not be in their interest (involving unwashed and perhaps dirty towels).
53
Although majority preference for System 2 nudges is consistent, large numbers of people do favor System 1 nudges in all four contexts. One reason might be that many participants believe System 1 nudges to be more effective, so long as no information is provided on that question. The 45 percent of respondents who preferred graphic warnings for cigarettes might well have believed that, if the goal is to address a serious public-health problem, such warnings are more likely to work than purely factual information. Another reason might be that some System 1 nudges seem to impose lower decisionmaking burdens on choosers, as in the cases of default rules for saving, energy, and water conservation. If a System 1 nudge makes things a great deal easier for people, and does not require them to act, it might appear to 52. Note, however, that most Americans do support automatic enrollment in green energy. See SUNSTEIN, supra note 33, at 121-22.
53. Compare here the analogous finding that while most Americans reject the automatic registration of people as organ donors, they favor the forced choice of whether to be organ donors when they receive their driver's licenses. See id. be preferable.
54 System 2 nudges, by contrast, seem to require a larger apparatus (consider financial education), and a greater investment of time and attention from choosers.
B. Respondents Informed that the System 1 Nudge Is "Significantly More Effective" (Condition 2)
In the neutral condition, people's preferences could have any number of sources. To obtain some understanding of what motivated those preferences, a different group of people was asked to assume that the System 1 nudge was "significantly more effective" with respect to each of the four goals. The hypothesis was that these three words would lead to a major increase in the percentage of people who preferred System 1 nudges.
The hypothesis was confirmed, but in a qualified way: There are two noteworthy results here. First, the shift toward System 1 nudges is statistically significant for all four issues (using chisquare analysis, two-tailed p < 0.05 for each question), but it is not massive. 55 Second, the shift is essentially the same for all four questions. Indeed, it is remarkably consistent, with no significant differences across questions. When people are informed of the greater 54. See THALER, supra note 3, at 339-43 (discussing automatic enrollment and Save More Tomorrow plans); see generally CASS R. SUNSTEIN, CHOOSING NOT TO CHOOSE (2015) (exploring why people might rationally choose not to choose).
55. Statistical significance was defined as p < 0.05, using the Mann-Whitney U test to test whether the changes between different survey conditions were significant. That is, it tested the null hypothesis that there was no change between survey conditions against an alternative hypothesis that there was an increase or decrease from one survey condition to another. effectiveness of System 1 nudges, support for System 1 nudges increases by ten to twelve percentage points.
We do not have enough data to speak of anything like an iron law here, but it is not too speculative to say that many people tend to think that System 2 nudges will be more effective or will serve as a better way to respect people's agency-but they will shift when they receive information about the comparative effectiveness of System 1 nudges. At the same time, many people (usually 40 percent or more) will have some degree of commitment, visceral or otherwise, to the superiority of the System 2 nudge. 56 The addition of three words ("significantly more effective") is not enough to change that commitment.
C. Respondents Informed that the System 1 Nudge Is "Significantly More Effective," with Quantitative Information (Condition 3)
The words "significantly more effective" have a high degree of opacity. It is not clear what they mean. Once they are specified in quantitative terms, they might have a stronger or weaker impact. Suppose, for example, that people are told to assume that automatic enrollment would increase participation in savings plans from 40 percent to 90 percent, or that graphic warnings would save 200,000 lives annually-but that the System 2 alternatives would have essentially no impact. Under those assumptions, it would not be easy to reject the idea that System 1 nudges are better. To reject that idea, one would have to have concerns about the outcomes (saving lives is good, but the value of increased participation in savings plans is less obvious), or to put a very high premium indeed on a certain conception of personal agency. 57 Alternatively, a System 1 nudge might be "significantly" more effective in a statistical sense, but its comparative advantage might be modest. If so, we might expect to see the same results as in the neutral condition-or even a movement in the direction of System 2 nudges.
To understand the effects of quantitative information, participants were asked to assume specified numerical disparities in favor of System 1 nudges-not so stark as in the examples just given, but nonetheless lopsided.
• It should be clear that the quantitative information did not have a larger effect than the words "significantly more effective." Quite surprisingly, that information produced no statistically significant changes. One reason may be that the numerical differences were not particularly extreme; they plausibly reflected the kind of disparity that a purely qualitative account ("significantly more effective") would suggest. If so, the numbers provided no additional information. Another reason may be that the people who favored System 2 nudges, even in the face of a qualitative explanation that it would be less effective, did so because of a strong preference for what they saw as personal agency, and hence could not be moved even by fairly impressive numbers. It is natural to wonder whether a difference between the qualitative and the quantitative information would emerge in a between-subjects design, and I answer that question below.
(To spoil the surprise: it does. 58 )
D. Respondents Informed that the System 2 Nudge Is "Significantly More Effective" (Condition 4)
If it is assumed that System 2 nudges are "significantly more effective," we might expect that very large majorities would endorse them. If a nudge increases people's own capacities and also produces the desired result, it would seem far preferable to a less effective intervention that does not educate people in any way. The principal qualification is that, if a nudge is effective in producing a result that people do not like, then they will of course reject it for that very reason. (Most people would not like a nudge that is effective in encouraging people to use illegal drugs or to text while driving.) I will turn to this point below.
To test this hypothesis, I asked survey respondents whether they preferred System 1 or System 2 nudges on the assumption that the System 2 nudges were "significantly more effective." Here are the results: Most surprisingly, the assumption of the comparatively greater effectiveness of System 2 nudges does not produce any shift in their direction. The numbers are essentially identical-a highly unexpected finding. Any explanation remains speculative, but it is possible that those who supported System 2 nudges already assumed that they would be more effective, so the three additional words added no new information. Alternatively, some people might think that System 1 nudges have some independent advantage (for example, because they operate automatically and cheaply), or that System 2 nudges have some independent disadvantage (for example, because they require a greater investment in time and attention). System 1 supporters might have stronger preferences than System 2 supporters and thus may be less likely to be persuaded by effectiveness arguments. 59 For example, automatic enrollment in a savings plan might be more desirable than financial literacy programs, simply because it does not impose the costs and burdens of the latter. The same is true of automatic enrollment in green energy. It is also true that most people already prefer System 2 nudges and hence fewer people are available to be moved.
Some of these possibilities suggest that the lack of an effect from assuming that System 2 nudges are more effective is similar to the lack of effect of the quantitative information.
60 Some people prefer System 1 nudges even if they believe them to be less effective. They might be engaging in some kind of informal cost-benefit analysis (a point to which I will return). It is also reasonable to ask whether we would observe the same results in a within-subjects design-that is, where participants see and answer all of the questions within a survey-a question answered in Part IV. (More surprise spoiling: we do not observe the same results.
)

E. Respondent Preferences by Partisan Affiliation
Earlier work strongly suggests that in general, partisan divisions do not explain people's judgments about nudges. There are many numbers here, but the basic story is straightforward. A majority of Republicans, Democrats, and independents all favor System 2 nudges, with just one qualification: Democrats are evenly split with respect to antismoking nudges. Both qualitative and quantitative information about the greater effectiveness of System 1 nudges produces an increase of about 10 to 20 percent in favor of System 1 nudges-and essentially the same degree of change is observed for all three groups. For all three groups, the assumption that System 2 nudges are significantly more effective produces results quite similar to those in the neutral condition. Notably, none of the differences between Condition 1 and Condition 4, for any partisan affiliation, is statistically significant. 65. In these cases, I could not reject the null hypothesis that the differences between Condition 1 and Condition 4 were irrelevant for Democrats, Republicans, and independents. The differences for Republican respondents for smoking and saving might look statistically significant, but they are not.
The largest and most important finding here is that in many of the conditions, the differences among Democrats, Republicans, and independents are not significant. Their judgments as between System 1 and System 2 nudges are broadly in line with one another. But in some conditions, Democrats are more inclined to System 1 nudges than are Republicans and independents. In all conditions, for example, Democrats are more favorably disposed than Republicans or independents to a System 1 nudge for water conservation; the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05). In Condition 2, Democrats are more favorably disposed than Republicans or Independents to a System 1 nudge for energy. In Condition 4, Democrats are more favorably disposed than Republicans to a System 1 nudge for smoking.
We can offer some plausible explanations for these differences. Democrats are comparatively more enthusiastic about green energy and water conservation, and very possibly antismoking efforts as well; to them, a System 1 nudge might seem more appealing if it is thought to be more effective. Republicans might be more likely to favor a System 2 nudge, especially for green energy or water conservation, to preserve personal agency. Notably, however, there were no significant differences among the three groups in terms of movements across conditions.
There is a quite fundamental point here. When people are enthusiastic about achieving the end result, they are probably more likely to support a System 1 nudge; when they are doubtful about the end, a System 2 nudge will seem preferable, above all because it is better in terms of retaining personal agency. We shall now find more evidence in this vein.
III. THREE DISTINCT ISSUES: VOTING, CHILDREN, AND ABORTION
The range of System 1 and System 2 nudges is of course exceptionally wide. For example, some nudges promote rights by making them easier to enjoy; consider, for example, simplified voter registration. Some nudges involve children. Teachers impose mandates on elementary school children, but they also nudge them in various ways: to do their homework, to act courteously, and to avoid disrupting classes. Some nudges discourage the use of rights. We could easily imagine efforts to steer people away from certain religious practices, or to discourage them from exercising their right to sexual privacy; proabstinence nudges are one example.
A. Testing Preferences as Between the System 1 and System 2 Nudge in the Context of the Three Distinctive Issues
As illustrations of these distinctive kinds of nudges, I tested people's judgments about voting, childhood obesity, and abortion. For the neutral Condition 1, the three pairs looked like this: Just as with the four standard questions from Part II, people participating in Condition 2 were asked about their preference under the assumption that the System 1 nudge was "significantly more effective." In Condition 4, participants were asked about their preference under the assumption that the System 2 nudge was "significantly more effective." In terms of Condition 3, where the assumption that the System 1 nudge was "significantly more effective" was also supported by quantitative information, the survey questions looked like this:
• Increasing Voter Registration: "Which of these policies do you prefer, as part of a program to increase voter registration? Assume that 1) is significantly more effective in increasing voter registration. It registers 40 percent of currently unregistered voters and 2) registers 10 percent of currently unregistered voters."
• Combatting Childhood Obesity: "Which of these policies do you prefer, as part of a program to combat childhood obesity? Assume that 1) is far more effective. On average, it cuts caloric consumption by 30 percent, whereas 2) cuts caloric consumption by just 5 percent."
• Discouraging Abortions: "Which of these policies do you prefer, as a means of discouraging abortions? Assume that 1) is significantly more effective. It cuts the abortion rate by 30 percent, whereas 2) cuts the abortion rate by 5 percent. (Please indicate which you prefer even if you do not like either.)"
B. General Results for the Preference as Between the System 1 and System 2 Nudge in the Context of Three Distinctive Issues
The right to vote has a special resonance, and any effort to nudge people to exercise that right is likely to attract significant support. The right to choose abortion has a similar resonance, even if it is far more controversial; an effort to nudge people to choose abortion, or not to choose it, will raise questions that are unique to that context. The question of childhood obesity is distinctive for a different reason: it involves children, where System 1 nudges might be more acceptable.
(Parents appeal to System 1 all the time. 66 ) We might expect that majorities would be especially sympathetic to System 1 nudges to encourage voting; especially unsympathetic to System 1 nudges to discourage abortion; and especially sympathetic to System 1 nudges to reduce childhood obesity. With some qualifications, that is what we find.
66. I am confident that this proposition is true, but I might be somewhat unusual in actually explaining System 1 and System 2 to my son, five years old at the time. He has a keen interest in toys, and in my buying him more of them, even though he already has plenty. One day I explained to him that though his System 1 wants more toys, his System 2 knows that he does not need them. He understood the distinction immediately (though for a month or so he referred to his "Part 1" and "Part 2"). After struggling with his emotions whenever we passed toy stores, he finally asked, "Daddy, do I even have a System 2?"
Increasing Voter Registration.
Most Americans prefer automatic voter registration to efforts to encourage people to register. The changes in assumptions do not produce statistically significant changes in levels of support: There are two noteworthy findings here. The first is that a majority prefers the System 1 nudge in all four conditions. The reason is probably a strong (moral) judgment or intuition that people should be voters by default; they should not have to take steps to attain that status. The second is that with respect to automatic voter registration, movements do not occur across the three conditions, as they sometimes do for the four nudges previously discussed. 67 2. Combatting Childhood Obesity. For childhood obesity, a small majority favors cafeteria design over parental education, except when people are asked to assume that the latter is significantly more effective:
67. In particular, we observe movements from Condition 1 to Conditions 2 and 3 for the four standard nudges discussed in Part II; no such movements are found here. In the three "informed" conditions, only one shift is significant: with quantitative information, there is an increase in support for cafeteria design. In general, we do not find the same kinds of shifts as are observed for the four more standard nudges.
3. Discouraging Abortions. For abortion, the System 2 nudge is preferred by a substantial majority. (Note that for this question, participants were specifically asked to choose one option even if they did not like either, acknowledging that on that highly sensitive issue, some respondents might reject both nudges.) The preference for the System 2 nudge does not shift significantly across the four conditions: The best explanation here is probably that, for an intensely personal decision of this kind, most people do not want the government to attempt to move people by engaging or exploiting System 1. If so, movements across the conditions should not be expected. For many people, of course, abortion is a morally questionable or unacceptable choice, and for them, a System 1 nudge might seem better, either because it is more likely to be effective or because it is a more pointed and direct response to those who are considering that choice. Hence the steady minority support for the System 1 nudge is also unsurprising.
C. Respondent Preferences by Partisan Affiliation
What is the role of political divisions? We might well expect that it would be larger than in the four standard cases, and in some respects it is, but the full story is not entirely straightforward. Here are the results: The most consistent difference can be found in the area of discouraging abortions, where higher percentages of Republicans are more inclined to favor the System 1 nudge across all four conditions. In three of the four conditions, the difference for that question is statistically significant between Democrats and Republicans (the exception is when respondents are told the System 2 nudge is significantly more effective). 68 For both increasing voter registration and combatting childhood obesity, the difference between Democrats 68. Using chi-square analysis, two-tailed p < 0.05 for each question.
and Republicans for the neutral condition is significant, and when they have been informed that there is a quantitative advantage to a System 1 nudge, Democrats and independents show a significant difference for voting. Republicans and independents show such a difference in relation to abortion when told that System 1 nudges are significantly more effective, both with and without actual numbers. Republicans and independents show such a difference in relation to childhood obesity when told that System 1 nudges are more effective with numbers. Interestingly, there is no significant difference of any kind when respondents are told that System 2 nudges are more effective.
Here as well, the details should not obscure the basic story: when issues are politically contested, there is more likely to be a partisan difference in terms of choice between System 1 and System 2 nudges. Apparently it is the case that if people strongly support a particular end, they will be more likely to support a System 1 nudge to attain it.
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I speculate that when the end seems especially important, the overriding consideration is how best to achieve that end, and people will favor the nudge that seems most likely to do that. Another consideration, perhaps explaining some of the results here, is that when people have an intense emotional reaction to some outcome (such as the use of illegal drugs), they might well favor a System 1 response (such as a graphic warning).
For the four standard cases in Part II, on the other hand, political affiliation usually did not explain people's choices between System 1 and System 2 nudges (with interesting exceptions, especially in the case of reducing pollution). By contrast, political affiliation mattered much more for abortion, voting, and childhood obesity. It would not, of course, be surprising to find that Democrats are less supportive of prolife nudges than Republicans, or that Republicans are less enthusiastic than Democrats about automatic voter registration or efforts to combat childhood obesity. 70 
IV. DIGGING DEEPER INTO THE FINDINGS: FOLLOW-UP STUDIES
The nationally representative survey offers a great deal of information about what people think, but it also leaves many mysteries. Why, for example, did the neutral condition produce essentially the 69. If so, are people motivated by System 1 or by System 2? I believe that System 1 is the right answer, but the current survey cannot prove the point.
70. See Sunstein, supra note 62, (manuscript at 10 tbl.2, 12 tbl.4, 19) (finding evidence to this effect).
same results as the "System 2 nudge is significantly more effective" condition? Why did the "System 1 nudge is significantly more effective" condition produce the same results as the condition in which that advantage was displayed with impressive numbers? And why, exactly, do some people favor System 1 nudges, and others favor System 2 nudges?
To answer these questions, I conducted four follow-up studies, all on Amazon Mechanical Turk. The populations are not nationally representative, and for that reason, the results must be taken with a grain of salt. 71 At the same time, the numbers in the neutral condition are closely in line with the nationally representative survey. It is not unreasonable to think that, in terms of the particular questions I am exploring here, the results would hold up with a nationally representative sample.
A. Testing Preferences with a Within-Subjects Design
The surveys discussed in Parts II and III involved a "betweensubjects" design. Different groups of participants saw different conditions, rather than all of them at once. That design has significant advantages, because it prevents contamination by previous answers. If questions are seen in isolation, responses cannot be affected by order effects, or by a particular factor that becomes highlighted only by virtue of its clear difference from a previous question. In a sense, the answers in a between-subjects design are pure, because a factor (say, comparative effectiveness) will not assume more salience than it would if people were looking at the conditions at the same time.
Nonetheless, there are also advantages to a "within-subjects" design, by which participants see, and answer, all of the questions in the same survey. For present purposes, the principal advantage is that with a within-subjects design, it is possible to test whether people's original answers shift after they are given information about comparative effectiveness. That question is important to test, because it reveals whether some people are strongly committed to System 1 or 71. For some relevant characteristics of participants in Amazon Mechanical Turk studies, see supra note 41. The advantage of nationally representative surveys is, of course, that they involve a roughly accurate snapshot of the relevant public (in this case, the United States). By contrast, participants in online surveys on Amazon Mechanical Turk are self-selected; they choose to participate, and their judgments, interests, and values might be quite different from a nationally representative group. In the surveys presented here, however, there are only modest differences between participants in the Amazon Mechanical Turk survey and participants in the nationally representative survey when the same questions were asked. System 2 nudges-so committed that they will stick with one or the other even when effectiveness information stares them in the face. With a within-subjects design, we can also cast light on two questions raised by the between-subjects survey: (1) Does quantitative information really make no difference to people? (2) Are people really indifferent to whether System 2 nudges are significantly more effective?
I used Amazon Mechanical Turk to ask about four hundred people twenty-four questions, involving all of the areas tested above (with the exception of abortion 72 ). Here are the results: Several things are relatively clear. The most important is that the pattern of responses is quite orderly. We see the general movements that we should expect. Comparative effectiveness information in favor of System 1 nudges increases support for System 1 nudges, quantitative information increases support still further, and comparative effectiveness information in favor of System 2 nudges increases support for System 2 nudges. In the two latter respects, we observe movements 72. This area was excluded on the ground that it is highly controversial, and it is not clear how much more would be learned in a within-subjects design. From the nationally representative survey, we know that most people will oppose System 1 nudges to discourage abortion even in a between-subjects design, and that the numbers do not move much across conditions. Because people's judgments about such nudges are likely to depend on their views about abortion (and hence effectiveness information showing that System 1 nudges do in fact discourage abortion does not move them), we do not expect major shifts in a within-subjects design. Admittedly, that hypothesis remains to be tested. that make sense, and that are not found in the between-subjects design.
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To offer a bit more detail: in general, the answers in the neutral condition are fairly close to what was found in the nationally representative sample. At the same time, and as anticipated, some of the movements across conditions are greater. From the neutral condition to the "System 1 nudge is significantly more effective" condition, the movements are in line with those in the nationally representative sample. But in the between-subjects design, the quantitative information makes a real difference. And for all questions, movements of at least 11 percent, and sometimes of more than 20 percent, can be found from the neutral condition to the "System 2 nudge is significantly more effective" condition. In this survey, then, the differences among the conditions produced reliable shifts in people's views.
There are two important qualifications. First, at least one-third of the population continued to favor the System 2 nudge in the withinsubjects condition, even when they were given numbers to support the comparatively greater effectiveness of the System 1 nudge. That result might be taken as surprising. Second, large percentages of people (usually around one-quarter) continued to favor the System 1 nudge in the within-subjects condition, even when they were informed that the System 2 nudge was significantly more effective. That result also seems surprising.
Although it does not involve a nationally representative sample, the within-subjects study provides useful information. It suggests that with information about greater comparative effectiveness, the number of people who shift to System 1 nudges will probably be greater in a within-subjects design-and that the appeal of the System 2 nudge will also be heightened, in that design, with evidence of greater effectiveness. At the same time, the within-subjects design fortifies the general conclusion that a certain percentage of the population will favor System 2 nudges even if they are significantly less effective, in large part because of a commitment to a certain conception of individual agency. 
B. Testing Beliefs About Effectiveness, as Opposed to Preference
Both the between-subjects and the within-subjects designs ask people to register their preferences. They do not test people's independent judgments about effectiveness. Asking people about effectiveness should be illuminating: if people prefer System 2 nudges even though they think that System 1 nudges would be more effective, then we have good reason to think that a commitment to individual agency, or something like that, is driving their judgments.
Using Amazon Mechanical Turk, I asked about four hundred people the effectiveness question. The survey looked like this: 2) Educational campaigns so that consumers can learn the advantages of green (environmentally friendly) energy.
Which of these policies do you think would be more effective at promoting water conservation?
People are encouraged to choose to take part, but if they do not choose to do so, their towels will be washed every day. Here are the results: The most important finding is that majorities believe that the System 1 nudge is the more effective nudge for five of the seven questions-even though majorities prefer the System 1 nudge for only two (see Tables 1, 9 , 10, and 11). We can plausibly infer that majorities will often prefer System 2 nudges even when they believe that System 1 nudges are more effective-strongly suggesting that personal agency drives some people in the direction of System 2 nudges. People's beliefs about effectiveness also appear to be influenced by their values. The abortion problem is the clearest on that count; the overwhelming majority (70 percent) say that the System 2 nudge would be more effective even though that conclusion is far from self-evident. We might question whether in giving this response, they are really saying what they think is more "effective" in discouraging abortion. It is far more likely that they are registering what they prefer, given their values.
To be sure, the population that answered the effectiveness question was not nationally representative, and we do not know whether an effectiveness-preference split would be observed in a nationally representative survey, with either a within-subjects or a between-subjects design. Nonetheless, we have seen that in the neutral condition and the "significantly more effective condition," the results on the Amazon Mechanical Turk survey reported here are very much in line with the results in the nationally representative sample. The effectiveness answers strongly suggest that a certain percentage of people will favor System 2 nudges even though they believe them to be less effective.
C. Comparing the Assumptions that the System 1 Nudge Is "Significantly More Effective" or "Dramatically More Effective"
In the main survey, the difference between Condition 1 on the one hand and Conditions 2 and 3 on the other was large, but not massive. For this reason, it is worth asking whether more people would prefer the System 1 nudge if the numbers showing its greater effectiveness were more dramatic. To test that question, I used the four standard questions in a within-subjects design, but offered exceptionally vivid accounts of the differential effectiveness:
• Antismoking Campaign: "Assume that 1) would be significantly more effective than 2), in the sense that it would prevent 15,000 premature deaths each year, whereas 2) would prevent only 500. Which of the two would you prefer, with that assumption?"
• Encouraging Retirement Savings: "Assume that 1) would be significantly more effective than 2), in the sense that it would mean that 90 percent of employees would be enrolled in savings plans, whereas 2) would mean that only 30 percent would be enrolled. Which of the two would you prefer, with that assumption?"
• Reducing Pollution: "Assume that 1) would be significantly more effective than 2), in the sense that it would cut air pollution by 50 percent (and prevent at least 2,000 annual deaths), whereas 2) would cut air pollution by just 5 percent (and prevent at least 200 annual deaths). Which of the two would you prefer, with that assumption?"
• Encouraging Water Conservation: "Assume that 1) would be significantly more effective than 2), in the sense that it would cut water usage at hotels by 10 percent, whereas 2) would cut such usage by just 1 percent. Which of the two would you prefer, with that assumption?"
With these formulations, the increase in preference for the System 1 nudge from Condition 1 to Condition 3 was indeed large: There are two lessons, and both of them are surprising. The first is that the dramatic numbers in this survey produced movements (from a low of 22 percent to a high of 34 percent) that were not higher than those produced by less dramatic numbers (see Table 15 ). Apparently many people make a judgment about something relatively crude ("whether a big difference matters") and they decide to move, or not to move, accordingly. We might speculate that the difference between significantly greater effectiveness and dramatically greater effectiveness would be larger in a within-subjects design.
The second lesson is that, even with relatively stunning differences in effectiveness, a substantial number of people continued to prefer the System 2 nudge. This was the case for 24 percent of respondents who rejected the graphic cigarette warnings at the expense of 14,500 lives, and for the 30 percent of respondents who rejected the automatic enrollment in green energy programs at the expense of 1,800 lives.
shown to be significantly more What if the System 2 nudge were effective, not in the abstract, but with the benefit of numbers? To answer that question, I did a version of the immediately preceding survey with the identical numbers, except for one difference: System 2 was said to be the more effective one. The results, with four hundred participants, looked like this: As should be expected, the assumption of quantitative data showing dramatically greater effectiveness of System 2 nudges had a substantial effect in this within-subjects survey. The shifts ranged from 20 percent to 28 percent. This was a large shift, and the increase in those preferring System 2 across the four categories was nearly lock-step. At the same time, a significant fraction of people (somewhat less than onefifth) continued to favor the System 1 nudge. It remains unclear why they did so. Perhaps they refused to accept the effectiveness numbers. Perhaps they believed that System 1 nudges have independent advantages.
D. Testing Preferences with an "Either or Both" Option
The topic here has been a required choice among two options: System 1 nudge or System 2 nudge? In many cases, however, it is possible to choose neither, or both. Earlier work has tested the and question, and found that strong majorities of Americans " neither " Europeans reject that approach; they like the relevant nudges.
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Earlier work has also found that if asked to approve or disapprove 74 The most obvious lesson is that numerous people will support both, even though they will favor one or the other when they are " both " forced to choose between them. For both smoking and savings, for air did not fall that far short of obtaining majority support, and third of respondents. At the same time, -pollution, it attracted over one probably on the " both, " many people favored a System 2 nudge over theory that the System 1 nudge is insufficiently respectful of individual the System 2 nudge. This is a agency, or that it adds nothing to noteworthy result; other works suggest that if people are asked whether they support a System 1 or System 2 nudge in isolation (smoking, savings, air pollution), they might well say yes.
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Further study would be quite valuable in order to illuminate these results. We might speculate that the likelihood that people will prefer "both" depends in part on their perception of the magnitude of the problem. If it is very serious, people might think: the more tools, the better. The question is whether the interest in individual agency, as it is perceived by those who favor System 2 nudges, outweighs that thought.
V. POPULAR OPINION, LAW, AND PUBLIC POLICY
Survey evidence can tell us a great deal about what kinds of policies will produce public approval or disapproval. We know that both Americans and Europeans are broadly supportive of the kinds of nudges that have been implemented or under serious discussion in 75 . See Reisch & Sunstein, supra note 74, at 319; Sunstein, supra note 62 (manuscript at 9). recent years, and that this support generally cuts across partisan lines. 76 We know too that when people are not asked to choose between System 1 nudges and System 2 nudges, and are simply asked whether they approve of a nudge, they tend to say yes. This includes, for example, graphic warnings designed to reduce smoking and distracted driving, and automatic enrollment in savings plans and green energy. 77 We also know that Americans reject nudges that reflect what they see as illicit ends (such as religious favoritism) or those that are inconsistent with the values and interests of most choosers (such as automatic contributions to particular charities). 78 There is a concern about manipulation, at least in extreme cases, such as the use of subliminal advertising to discourage smoking 79 or visual illusions to encourage drivers to slow down. 80 At the same time, the results of surveys may or may not track what would emerge from a sustained analysis of the normative questions, especially if the analysis is infused with an understanding of likely consequences. 81 In fact, we do not know exactly what people are thinking when they respond to survey questions.
Consider an admittedly speculative hypothesis: System 1 prefers System 2 nudges. That is, people might well have a rapid, intuitive judgment that System 2 nudges are best. On this view, the automatic system favors System 2 nudges, and the deliberative system is necessary to override that form of favoritism. The reason might be that System 2 nudges seem the most respectful of individual agency. People might automatically think that it is best not to use a default rule or to frighten people, but instead to inform them, so that they can choose for themselves. But System 2 might be more consequentialist, and so it might not accept that automatic conclusion; it might ask about the actual effects of one or another nudge, and not place such an overriding emphasis on individual agency. 82 The data here are not sufficient to support the hypothesis that System 1 favors System 2 nudges (although I believe that it is true, at least for many respondents); the majority's preference for System 2 nudges may in fact be deliberative, rather than automatic. But the hypothesis that people make an automatic judgment in favor of System 2 nudges cannot be ruled out of bounds. It could easily be tested-for example, by asking people to answer survey questions under time pressure or after some kind of "cognitive load" (for example, a difficult math question, which would deplete analytical resources). It would be worthwhile to engage in such tests, to see whether many or most people do in fact show an immediate preference for System 2 nudges (as I suspect).
Consider another hypothesis: System 2 favors System 1 nudges. The basic idea is that System 2 will make all-things-considered judgments, with careful reference to consequences. Once reflection and deliberation are involved, people will often understand that System 1 nudges are both more effective and less costly, even if they lack intuitive appeal. 83 The data here are also insufficient to support that hypothesis, though it is imaginable that a careful analysis of various situations would suggest that System 1 nudges often or generally work better. 84 And as stated, the hypothesis is far too broad: in some circumstances, System 2 nudges will be better on normative grounds, and System 2 will acknowledge that fact. 85 How should regulators think about the choice between the two kinds of nudges, having as they do a toolbox of instruments? It is possible, of course, that mandates will be better than nudges of any kind; perhaps they will be more effective and have higher net benefits. 86 preference for deontological approaches, while contending that System 2 favors utilitarian approaches).
83. See Willis, supra note 37, at 431-32 (questioning the usefulness of financial education and arguing that helpful default rules are often better). Of course it is true that education can be helpful, and so System 2 might decide in its favor. See Grüne-Yanoff & Hertwig, supra note 24, at 5 (arguing for boosting people's capacities).
84. See Bubb, supra note 29, at 1027-28 (arguing that System 1 nudges might well work better than System 2 nudges); Willis, supra note 37, at 431-32 (raising doubts about financial education and arguing for sensible default rules).
85. It is also possible that inaction is best, because any new intervention could have costs in excess of benefits. 87 Economic incentives might be the best approach of all. 88 But in many contexts, policymakers must specifically decide between System 1 nudges and System 2 nudges. 89 To promote savings, they might engage in an educational campaign or opt for automatic enrollment; 90 to promote access to public programs, they might rely on education or new default rules; to discourage smoking or distracted driving, they might rely on graphic warnings or a statistical presentation of some kind. How should policymakers decide?
To come to terms with that question, it would be helpful to specify the foundations for the answer. Suppose that we are welfarists, believing that any evaluation has to turn on the effects of an intervention on social welfare. 91 If so, helpful questions are: What are the costs and benefits of a System 1 or System 2 nudge? 92 Which has higher net benefits? For these questions, information about effectiveness is relevant, but it is hardly sufficient on its own. We need cost information as well. A maximally effective nudge might be too costly to be worthwhile, or it might have lower net benefits than a somewhat less effective but far less costly nudge.
In addition, the effectiveness information does not, by itself, give a full account of the benefits of a nudge. If 90 percent of people end up in savings plans, or if automatic enrollment in green energy cuts pollution by 20 percent, what exactly are the welfare consequences? Increases in participation rates and reductions in pollution seem desirable, but a great deal of further work would be necessary to understand exactly how desirable they are. Are increases in participation rates important? How important? What are the mortality and morbidity consequences of cutting pollution levels by 20 percent? In these respects, the survey questions, even in the various conditions, failed to provide respondents with full information. But it is noteworthy that as we have seen, even dramatically greater effectiveness from System 1 nudges failed to move a large group of people in its favor.
At first glance, welfarists would have no systematic reason to prefer System 1 nudges to System 2 nudges, or vice versa. Everything turns on the costs and benefits.
93 But second-order considerations might cut in one direction or another. Part of the welfare calculation involves the cost of nudging itself. Under imaginable conditions, System 1 nudges can be far simpler to implement (as, for example, when they involve a mere default rule). 94 At the same time, it is relevant to ask about the long-term effects of a nudge. 95 If a System 2 nudge would educate people and have beneficial effects in multiple domains of their lives, then it would have ancillary benefits, and these might turn out to be significant. 96 (Consider financial education, which could benefit people when they are making many economic decisions, and which could, in principle, teach people statistical literacy as well.
)
It is doubtful that survey responses, offered without extended contemplation, are adequately capturing these points, though some respondents might be attentive to them.
Suppose that we are not welfarists and that we believe that for reasons that involve dignity or autonomy, people ought to be active agents, affirmatively responsible for outcomes that affect their lives.
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To be sure, this idea has considerable ambiguity, but something of this sort undergirds the judgment that even if automatic enrollment of some kind can promote people's welfare, it is more respectful to them, and therefore best, for them to become informed and then to choose. Perhaps what is wrong with paternalism, even of the choice-preserving kind, is that it is insulting to people's capacity for agency; perhaps it shows a form of disrespect. 100 Why not educate people, rather than enrolling them in a program that the government thinks is in their interest?
Different people who press this question might accept diverse kinds of answers. Some people might agree that if automatic enrollment is significantly better on welfare grounds, 101 it is not necessary or preferable to educate people; but they would insist that the government must meet the burden of demonstrating that it is significantly better. Other people might adopt a strong presumption in favor of educative approaches and demand an exceptionally strong demonstration of higher net benefits. Still others might believe that, in at least some contexts, no such demonstration could justify a System 1 nudge. A continuum of beliefs might well be imagined. Such a continuum would, of course, fit with the results here.
CONCLUSION
In some circles, there is a strong preference for interventions that augment people's capacities, 102 and skepticism about forms of choice architecture that seem to exploit or take advantage of people's fallibility. 103 If a default rule works because of inertia, for example, it might be seen to be a form of manipulation, 104 and even if that charge is far too strong, 105 some people might contend that it is best to rely on education. 106 On one view, the choice between System 1 and System 2 nudges depends on an assessment of comparative welfare effects, which requires a form of cost-benefit analysis. On another view, concerns about autonomy and dignity deserve a central place.
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My primary goal in this Article has been to investigate what people actually think about these questions. The central finding is that most people usually do prefer System 2 nudges, at least in the class of cases that were tested. Moreover, this preference cuts across partisan lines. When participants were told to assume that System 1 nudges were significantly more effective, they were more likely to prefer System 1 nudges-usually producing a shift toward such nudges of between 10 percent and 14 percent. 108 When participants were given quantitative information showing that System 1 was significantly more effective, the shift was essentially identical (at least in a betweensubjects design). 109 And when people were asked to assume that System 2 nudges were significantly more effective, their judgments were about the same as in the neutral condition-a most unexpected finding.
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Differences across partisan affiliations were not pervasive, but they did emerge in several contexts. For example, Democrats are more inclined to favor System 1 nudges in the contexts of green energy and water conservation.
111 But the more dramatic finding is that in general, Democrats, Republicans, and independents show strikingly similar patterns of responses. They tend to favor System 2 nudges, at least in the standard cases, to shift by the same percentages both when they are asked to assume that the System 1 nudge is significantly more effective and when they are given quantitative information to demonstrate that it is more effective, and to show the same results in the neutral condition and when they are asked to assume that the System 2 nudge is significantly more effective.
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Follow-up studies show that in a within-subjects design, some of these findings are reversed.
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With that design, quantitative information that specifies the greater effectiveness of System 1 nudges does make a difference. With that design, a statement that System 2 nudges are "significantly more effective" increases support for System 107. See Waldron, supra note 35 (emphasizing the importance of dignity). 108. See supra 2 nudges. A majority of respondents believes that System 1 nudges are likely to be more effective even when a majority prefers System 2 nudges-a strong clue that some people like those nudges for reasons that have nothing to do with effectiveness. Offered the opportunity to choose both System 1 and System 2 nudges, a large number of people do exactly that.
It is important to emphasize how much remains to be learned. As we have seen, different subject areas elicit different responses. If people care greatly about the end, perhaps effectiveness is all that matters, 114 and the issue of agency will seem beside the point. For example, a System 1 nudge to reduce criminal violence might be preferred purely on effectiveness grounds, and people will not much care that a System 2 nudge preserves people's capacity to exercise their own agency (to murder or to rape). We can easily go further: if people are outraged by the conduct that is being targeted (murder, rape), and if they want to eliminate it, a mandate will be entirely acceptable, and a System 1 nudge, complementing that mandate, will be unobjectionable in principle.
To the extent that the issue is polarizing on political grounds, we might also expect to see polarized judgments about which kind of nudge to favor. The abortion example is exemplary on this ground. We have seen that while most Democrats and Republicans favor System 2 nudges to reduce abortions, the percentage of Republicans who favor System 1 nudges is significantly higher. For pollution reduction and water conservation, there is a similar difference, but in the opposite direction. If people question or do not like the ends of those who deploy nudges, they might end up preferring System 2 nudges, because they seem better on autonomy grounds. It should therefore be unsurprising that in some conditions, we also find partisan differences with respect to increasing voter registration and combatting childhood obesity.
These findings have large implications for judgments about nudging in general. They suggest that we will find comparative receptivity to System 1 nudges when the ends seem desirable and when people trust the officials who seek to secure them-and comparative 114 . A focus on net benefits would of course be better than a focus on effectiveness, because welfare is what matters, and net benefits are a measure of welfare. See Cass R. Sunstein, Nudges That Fail 20 (July 18, 2016) (unpublished manuscript), http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=2809658 [https://perma.cc/CN97-CUUS] ("What matters is welfare, not effectiveness.").
